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CHAPTER I 
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Introduction 
Educators are people, and people are different. As 
simple and obvious as this statement first appears, histor-
ically, these differences, often attributed to temperament 
or personality, have had little impact upon the style of 
supervision and evaluation provided by supervisors, partic-
ularly in education. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1979, p. 
306) point out that, "At present, the dominant view of 
teacher evaluation is characterized by a commitment to 
technical-rational values." They recommended alternative 
approaches which allowed for differences while permitting 
the supervisory process to continue~ 
One alternative, Clinical Supervision, suggests a con-
cept in which the relationship between supervisor and the 
supervised individual is one of mutual respect with a con-
centration upon improvement of instruction, rather than one 
of confrontation. As Sergiovanni stated, " ... supervision 
is a process for which both supervisor and teacher are 
responsible ... " (Sergiovanni, 1979, p. 309). Other writers 
have agreed that individual differences should be consid-
ered in the supervisory process. Sizer (1984, p. 214) 
1 
proposed that teachers should be allowed to work "in their 
own appropriate ways." McNergney and Carrier (1981, p. 7) 
suggested broadening the base of supervision by providing 
for a " •.. teacher's individual needs." 
2 
Outside education, writers have commented upon the 
necessity of dealing with individual differences while pro-
viding supervision. McGregor (1960, p. 45), though not 
strictly an educator, talked of " ... the importance of 
people," and of making" ... vitally significant changes in 
managerial strategy ... " Peters and Waterman (1982), in 
their search for excellent companies, emphasized finding 
excellent companies providing for the individual needs of 
their employees. Peters (1987) discussed an overall atti-
tude of appreciating people by recognizing their differ-
ences and capitalizing upon them to improve performance. 
These writers contended that acknowledging and attemp-
ting to meet the needs of employees produces not only more 
satisfied, but also more productive employees. This, of 
course, is consistent with Herzberg's (1959) findings. 
While the business community has considered supervi-
sion and individual differences for some time, little 
research has been done in the field of education. Cer-
tainly, proposals such as Clinical Supervision allow for 
the application of different supervisory styles; however, 
the determination of which particular style to apply in 
3 
which case has been largely left to whim, individual train-
ing, or whatever instinctively "seemed right" at the time. 
Statement of the Problem 
If it is accepted that educators are different, and 
that particular styles of supervision, which can be applied 
according to specific situations, do exist, then can a link 
between differences and a preference for a style of super-
vision be found so that adjustments can be made according 
to individual needs? In considering individual needs of 
educators, is it possible to classify these differences 
according to temperament and then relate that temperament 
to the individual's preference for supervision? 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to explore the possible 
link between an individual educator's temperament and 
his/her preference for a particular style of supervision. 
An attempt was made to classify individuals according to 
four basic temperament groups and then examine whether tem-
perament had any impact upon a preference for Directive, 
Collaborative, or Non-directive supervision in general or 
in specific subscale areas. 
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Research Questions 
The research questions for this study were: 
Research Question One: Do people of different temper-
aments differ in their preference for the style of supervi-
sion being applied by their supervisor? 
Research Question Two: Do people of different tem-
peraments differ in their preference for style of supervi-
sion in the eight supervisor task areas of: Curriculum, 
Instruction, Staffing, Materials, Staff Development, Spe-
cial Student Services, Developing Community Relations, and 
Evaluation of Instruction? 
Significance of the Study 
Education is a goal oriented enterprise which depends 
upon the contribution of individuals for goal achievement. 
Nearly every enterprise, military, business, or education, 
employs some structure which provides direction toward 
goals and supervision for those who contribute to achieve-
ment. This supervision has been largely determined by gov-
ernment directive, personal style, and intuition about what 
seemed "right" at the time. 
Since very little research in education has been con-
ducted concerning individual temperament differences and 
how they vary when considered with supervisory preferences, 
this study may be useful in helping supervisors adjust. 
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Definitions of Terms 
Temperament. " ... that which places a signature or 
thumb print on each of one's actions, making it recogniz-
ably one's own." Temperament is observable "consistency in 
action" (Keirsey, 1984, pp. 27-28). Often described as 
"personality," temperament is a collection of personal 
characteristics which cause an individual to see the world, 
interpret information, and react to others in a unique way. 
Directive Supervision. " ... an approach based on the 
belief that education consists of technical skills with 
known standards and competencies for all educators ... the 
supervisor's role is to inform, direct, model, and assess 
those competencies" (Glickman, 1985, p. 80). 
Collaborative Supervision. Supervision based on the 
view that the supervisor and the supervised individual 
should jointly determine problems, solutions, and direc-
tions. "The supervisor's role is to guide the problem-
solving process ... " (Glickman, 1985, p. 80). 
Non-directive Supervision. Assumes that educators are 
competent professionals able to determine their own pro-
blems and appropriate courses of action. "The supervisor's 
role is to listen, be non-judgmental, and provide self-
awareness and clarification experiences ... " (Glickman, 
1985, p. 80). 
Extraversion. Temperament characteristic involving 
sociability and the need or desire to be around people 
(Keirsey, 1984, P. 14). 
Introversion. Temperament characteristic of an indi-
vidual who prefers solitude to interaction with people 
(Keirsey, 1984, p. 15). 
Sensation. Temperament characteristic of an individ-
ual who " ... wants facts, trusts facts, and remembers 
facts •.. these people remain in reality" (Keirsey, 1984, p. 
18) . 
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Intuition. Temperament characteristic of an individ-
ual who " ... lives in anticipation ... constantly looking tow-
ard possibilities of changing or improving the actual" 
(Keirsey, 1984, p. 19). 
Thinking. Temperament characteristic of an individual 
who relies on logic and objective decision making (Keirsey, 
1984, p. 20). 
Feeling. Temperament characteristic of an individual 
who relies on emotional and subjective decision making 
(Keirsey, 1984, p. 20). 
Judging. Temperament characteristic of an individual 
who prefers " ... closure to open options ... " and seeks to 
complete tasks before moving on (Keirsey, 1984, p. 22). 
Perceiving. Temperament characteristic of an individ-
ual who prefers " ... to keep options open and fluid." Work 
need not be completed before moving on (Keirsey, 1984, p. 
24). 
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SJ Epimethean Temperament. The "Sensation/Judging" 
temperament is characteristic of people who need social 
interaction and who feel a strong need to contribute to 
society. SJ's are concerned with duty, responsibility, 
right, wrong, rules, regulations, and, in general, the pre-
servation of the social norms (Keirsey, 1984). 
SP Dionysian Temperament. The Sensation/Perceiving 
temperament is characteristic of people who have a strong 
need for social interaction and are socially at ease. SP's 
choose to live for the moment, and think little of the 
future while tending to be optimistic and often impulsive 
(Keirsey, 1984). 
NT Promethean Temperament. The Intuitive/Thinking 
temperament is characteristic of people who seek mastery in 
all they do and competency in those around them. NT's may 
or may not socialize and are frequently very heavily 
involved in their work. They are often impatient with 
those who do not "see the obvious" (Keirsey, 1984). 
NF Apollonian Temperament. The Intuitive/Feeling tem-
perament is characteristic of people who seek to help oth-
ers "self-actualize." NF's mentor others and are oriented 
toward goals which "make a difference" (Keirsey, 1984). 
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Limitations of the Study 
The limitations of this study were: 
1. This study was limited to certified public school 
educators employed in Oklahoma during the 1987-1988 school 
year as determined by the Oklahoma State Department of Edu-
cation, Finance Division. 
2. No private or parochial school personnel were 
included. 
3. The sample was limited to approximately 1% of the 
total number of certified educators employed in Oklahoma. 
Assumptions of the Study 
The assumptions of this study were: 
1. It was assumed that the sample was representative 
of the target population and that the respondents from the 
sample were representative of the sample. 
2. It was assumed that the Keirsey Temperament Sorter 
accurately categorized the respondent's temperament. 
3. It was assumed that the Supervisory Behavior 
Description Questionnaire accurately reflected respondent's 
preference for a style of supervision. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
The public schools are, perhaps, more dependent upon 
the performance of their personnel than upon any other 
single factor. In the performance of their duties, educa-
tors are organized to expend enormous quantities of public 
and personal resources to provide educational opportunities 
for the youth of the community. Law, public policy, and 
organizational theory dictate that these expenditures be 
wise and supervised to insure maximum performance and 
achievement for all. As these organizations have grown, so 
too has the role of the supervisor. 
Modern theoreticians have pointed out that supervision 
today can no longer be the old "my way or the highway," 
dictatorial, authoritarian style. Researchers from Herz-
berg (1959) to Argyris (1979) to Sergiovanni (1979) have 
indicated that in most organizations, maximum authoritarian 
supervision leads to a minimum of "just enough to get by" 
performance. Clearly, supervisors are faced with the dif-
ficult question of what type of supervision is most 
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satisfactory for the needs of the organization and the 
individual's preference. 
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One seldom researched area affecting preference for 
supervision is that of "temperament." Temperament is a 
collection of personal characteristics which cause an indi-
vidual to see the world, interpret information, and react 
to others in a unique way. McNergney and Carrier (1981, p. 
123) put it this way: "It is an axiom of our society that 
people's differences must be recognized and respected." 
They went on to suggest many different areas which helped 
account for these differences. Included in their list 
were: attitudes, intelligence, field dependence-
independence, moral development, anxiety, concerns, and 
personal constants. These characteristics, along with many 
others, may be combined to make up what, for the purpose of 
this study, is called temperament. 
Temperament 
The belief that people vary by temperament is not new. 
The ancient physicians, Hippocrates and Galen, saw behavior 
as naturally resulting from particular temperaments. Oth-
ers, from Kant to Cattell, studied human behavior and 
agreed (Eysenck and Eysenck, 1969). The current tempera-
ment theories derive from the work of Carl Jung who, in the 
1920's, determined that human behavior fell into "arche-
types" evolving from one of two inborn qualities, introver-
11 
sion or extraversion (Keirsey, 1984, p. 3). Recent explo-
rations into the idea of temperament were sparked by the 
work of Isabel Myers and Katheryn Briggs who developed the 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. This is an instrument which 
identifies " ... 16 dif;ferent patterns of action" that, when 
analyzed together, produces four temperaments. The Myers-
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator helps place individuals into 
four types very similar to those first identified by the 
ancients (Keirsey, 1984, p. 4). 
As with any theory in the inexact social sciences, the 
idea of temperament types has its detractors; however, 
there is some strong research which supports it. Hans and 
Sybil Eysenck (1969) conducted research which indicated 
that not only did temperament types exist, but that these 
types were genetically linked. Following World War II and 
working out of the University of London, the Eysencks 
worked with identical twins who had been separated at birth 
and raised apart. Their findings showed such a remarkable 
similarity among the twins that they concluded up to 75% of 
temperament is based on heredity with, perhaps, 25% based 
on environment. Keirsey (1984, p. 2) agreed even more 
strongly, "People are different in fundamental ways. 
People can't change form no matter how much and in what 




For the purpose of this study, the temperament types 
developed by David Keirsey were used. He created the Keir-
sey Temperament Sorter based on his studies of the Myers-
Briggs Type Indicator (Keirsey, 1987, p. 9) to yield eight 
subgroups and four temperaments. The eight subgroups are 
in common with those developed by Myers and Jung, namely: 
(I) introversion, (E) extraversion, (S) sensation, (N) 
intuition, (T) thinking, (F) feeling, (P) perceiving, and 
(J) judging (Keirsey, 1984). 
Keirsey then developed four temperaments from the 
eight subgroups. Nearly every developer of the temperament 
idea has used a specific name to describe each temperament 
and Keirsey was no different. He chose to describe temper-
aments by the name of the Greek god who most closely 
resembled the characteristics of the temperament. 
Keirsey called the sensory/perceiving (SP) group the 
Dionysian Temperament since Dionysus was the Greek god of 
merriment. He described these individuals as free spirits 
who didn't wish to be tied down. "Dionysians frequently 
are described by friends as exciting, optimistic, cheerful, 
light-hearted, and full of fun" (Keirsey, 1984, p. 33). 
The sensory/judging (SJ) people Keirsey referred to as 
the Epimethean Temperament since in Greek mythology, Epi-
13 
metheus was the dutiful, conscientious son of Zeus. 
According to Dr. Keirsey, these people, the SJ's, are the 
ones who maintain our society. They feel the obligation to 
serve and are dedicated to " ..• social norms and institu-
tions" (Keirsey, 1984, p. 46). 
The intuitive/thinking (NT) individuals were described 
as the Promethean Temperament. Prometheus was the Greek 
god who, in mythology, gave man fire at great personal cost 
to himself. The people of this temperament tend toward 
mastery and competence. They are cognizant of speakers' 
credentials and are highly individualistic, exacting in 
standards, and demanding of self and those around them. 
They also tend to be future oriented. 
Completing this quadratic typology are the intuit-
ive/feeling (NF) people referred to as the Apollonian Tem-
perament after the Greek god Apollo whose mythological mis-
sion was to bring light to man each day. Keirsey described 
the NF's as people who must have a mission. They seek not 
to serve man, but to develop the fullest potential in man. 
"Work directed toward midwifing people into becoming 
kinder, warmer, and more loving human beings appeals to 
NFs" (Keirsey, 1984, p. 62). 
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Supervision 
Throughout history, supervisory styles have ranged 
from total autocracy to complete democracy with most fal-
ling somewhere toward the middle. Supervision of subordi-
nates, whether in education, the business world, or the 
military, has traditionally been an autocratic process 
through which the worker often was told what was to be done 
and how it was to be done, "or else." Although this style 
still exists, Peters (1987), Sergiovanni (1980), and others 
point to changes. 
Supervision in education has been heavily discussed in 
education research literature. An ERIC search alone 
revealed more than 10,000 documents dealing with some 
aspect of supervision in education; however, few of the 
documents dealt with both supervision and any ideas resemb-
ling the temperament concept. 
By law, education supervisors, usually principals, 
spend an enormous amount of time in supervision and evalu-
ation duties. These supervisors have certification requi-
rements which include course work above the masters degree 
with a minimum of one course in supervision. The supervi-
sion which a supervisor applies within the law is most 
often determined by district policy and personal style. 
Many writers who discuss educational supervision lean 
toward a form which is often called "Clinical Supervision." 
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This form of supervision is oriented toward a relationship 
between the supervisor and supervised individual which pro-
motes growth and improvement of instruction. This rela-
tionship permits the supervisor to adjust the supervision 
to fit the needs of the individual teacher. McNergney and 
Carrier, however, felt the original concept of Clinical 
Supervision to be " ... too narrowly defined ... " and needed 
" .•• a broader conceptual base" (McNergney and Carrier, 
1981, p. 7). They proposed broadening that base by pro-
viding for a " ..• teacher's individual needs." 
The idea of providing for the individual needs of 
employees during supervision has been discussed in the 
business community for some time. McGregor (1960, p. 45) 
looked at employee/supervisor relations and said, "Have we 
not recognized the importance of people and made vitally 
significant changes in managerial strategy as a 
consequence?" Chris Argyris (1975) focused on how individ-
ual needs and organizational needs could be recognized 
together. Peters and his colleagues (1982, 1987), sug-
gested excellent companies were excellent because, among 
other reasons, individual employee needs and differences 
were recognized and addressed. For those who contended 
that such a supervisory system could only work in the busi-
ness world, Peters (1987) provided what he called, "Public 
Parallels" for application to government and schools. 
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Jack Frymier, in his introduction to Glickman's book, 
Supervision of Instruction, A Developmental Approach, 
states: 
The thrust of Professor Glickman's Thesis is 
that teachers are different ... and that schools can 
become different, better places if those who work 
with teachers day in and day out accept the reality 
of teachers' differences ... (Glickman, 1985, p. XIII). 
This changing attitude toward supervision requires an 
individual supervisor who is aware and accepting of differ-
ences and who is willing to adjust his/her style to fit the 
teacher rather than attempt to reshape the teacher to 
his/her style. It also requires a supervisor willing to 
consider ways of analyzing preference for supervision. 
Temperament and Supervision 
Arnold Henjum, writing in the National Association of 
Secondary School Principal's Bulletin (1984), suggested 
that a principal could provide better supervision of teach-
ers, improve communications within the school, and even 
make the school a better place by developing an understand-
ing of the individual personality (temperament) differences 
in the teachers to be supervised and by making adjustments 
according to those differences. This belief implies that 
these differences can be understood and that rather than a 
"one size fits all" style of supervision for all educators, 
custom supervision can be developed based upon these under-
standings. 
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Sizer (1985) and Goodlad (1984) both suggested that 
all involved in the schooling process may benefit when sup-
ervisory adjustments are made to reflect individual needs 
and differences. Weller (1982), recommended that supervi-
sors (principals) study Maslow (1954) and his hierarchy of 
needs if they want to retain quality teachers. 
Supervision Types 
For the purpose of this study, three major types of 
supervision will be considered: directive, collaborative, 
and non-directive. Each type has been clearly defined by 
Glickman (1985) and definitions are found in Chapter I. 
Directive supervision is marked by the supervisor 
observing performance and giving specific instructions for 
improvement. Collaborative supervision entails a joint 
effort between the supervisor and supervised individual in 
which agreement is reached upon what is to be observed, 
analysis of observation data, and directions to take for 
improvement. Non-directive supervision is facilitative: 
the supervisor assumes competency of the supervised indi-
vidual and provides materials and support as requested. 
Goodlad (1984) recommended collaborative supervision 
and suggested most teachers probably preferred this style. 
Ngugi (1984) found, in Mississippi, that most teachers pre-
ferred collaborative supervision for curriculum, materials 
and facilities, staff development, and evaluation. 
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Sistrunk concurred that these types of supervision do 
exist but added that there is a shortage of general data 
about supervision and about specific data " ... in the areas 
of teacher reaction to supervisory behavior ... " (Sistrunk, 
1981, p. 1). To this end, he developed the Supervisory 
Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ) as an instrument 
to help discover educator attitudes toward supervision. 
Sistrunk's initial administration of the SBDQ showed a 
marked tendency among respondents toward a preference for 
directive supervision in some sub-task areas, but, overall, 
" ... no significant differences in choice of mode of super-
visory behavior were attributable to level of education, 
administrative experience, or level of assignment" (Sis-
trunk SBDQ Manual, 1981). 
Summary 
Reviewed in Chapter II have been the rather limited 
literature sources dealing with the concept that a prefer-
ence for supervision may be determined by one's particular 
temperament. Temperament theory has existed since ancient 
times and has been somewhat explored in the common indus-
trial work place, but has seen little application in educa-
tion. 
Noted theoreticians in the behavioral sciences agree 
that human differences account for much of the variety of 
behavior which falls within the normal range. While appli-
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cation of temperament theory, in whatever guise, has been 
seen to be as beneficial in the business community, little 





This chapter will describe the sample and the popula-
tion from which it was taken, the instrumentation used with 
the sample, and the method of data collection and analysis. 
Population and Sample 
The population for this study included all certified 
educators employed in the state of Oklahoma for the school 
year 1987-1988; the list was provided by the Oklahoma State 
Department of Education, Finance Division. The population 
included teachers, counselors, librarians, principals, sup-
erintendents, and any other individuals who held certifi-
cates and were employed during the 1987-1988 school year. 
The listing contained more than 40,000 names and locations 
of employment. 
A table of computer generated random numbers was used 
to select the sample. Each name in the listing was 
assigned a number according to its alphabetical position. 
Names that corresponded to the random number assignment 
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were selected for the study and recorded along with data 
concerning district of employment. 
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Approximately 1% of the total population was selected 
for the mailing, with a total of 440 names and school 
addresses secured from the State Department of Education 
Data. The demographics of the respondents and the target 
population were similar in important ways (see Table I). 
Gender in the target and sample respondent populations 
was nearly identical as was level of assignment. There was 
a difference in the level of degree held with the sample 
respondents holding bachelors degrees about 15% smaller 
than the target population and the number in the sample 
respondents holding masters degrees about 15% larger than 
the target population. This is probably accounted for by a 
tendency for holders of higher degrees to be more respon-
sive to research. 
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TABLE I 



















The mailing included 208 districts of which respon-
dents from 81 districts returned their questionnaires. Of 
the respondents, 90.6% indicated they were from independent 
districts as compared to the state with 609 state districts 
of which 75% are independent. Those responding indicated 
they were from slightly more rural districts, 54.7% than 
urban districts, 45.3%. Provided in Table II is further 
demographic information. , 
The information concerning dependence or independence 
of their district and the urban or rural nature of their 
schools was strictly a personal evaluation by the respon-
dents; accuracy was not assessed. 
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The respondents totaled 132 individuals accounting for 
a 33.1% response rate. Although this response rate was not 
as large as was hoped, it was expected that due to the 
length of the questionnaire and the mailing during the 
holiday season, there might be a low response rate. What 
is important, however, is that the respondents did tend to 
reflect the target population. 
Instrumentation 
The Supervisory Behavior:Description Questionnaire 
Many instruments have been developed to measure indi-
vidual's attitudes toward supervision. For the purpose of 
this study, Walter Sistrunk's Supervisory Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire was used to look at both observed behav-
ior and preferred behavior of supervisors as perceived by 
the educator (See Appendix B). 
This instrument comes in two forms. Form one is 
" ... an ordinal scale composed of eight task areas and 53 
triads of items" (Sistrunk, 1981, p. 2). Among the triads 
are three descriptions of behavior which pertain to the 
task area. Each description falls into one category, 
either Directive, Collaborative, or Non-directive supervi-
sion. Form two uses adjectives to describe behavior as 
"satisfying/dissatisfying, pleasant/unpleasant, motivat-
ing/non-motivating" (Sistrunk, 1981, p. 2). 
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Form One and Form Two are equivalent instruments 
yielding similar information. Although Form Two does give 
some additional information concerning satisfaction and 
motivation, this information was deemed unnecessary to the 
current study. Form One was selected for the questionnaire 
due to its ease of administration, shorter completion time, 
and ease of scoring and analysis. For most individuals, 
Form One takes 15 to 30 minutes to complete. Scores for 
general preference and subscale preference for supervision 
are easily computed and yield data which are easily ana-
lyzed. 
Sistrunk established validity for the instrument 
through a review of the literature, through factor analy-
sis, and through a canonical correlation of the forms with 
each other (Sistrunk, 1981, p. 6). Reliability Alpha 
Coefficients were .89 for Non-directive, .92 for Direc-
tive, and .93 for Collaborative (Sistrunk, 1981, p. 8). 
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter 
The measurement of temperament is inexact at best, due 
to the problems associated with attempting to quantify 
human behavior. Many instruments are available which offer 
reasonably acceptable descriptions which help characterize 
individuals. Cattels' 16PF is frequently used as is the 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator; however, both are lengthy and 
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usually require extensive training and the presence of the 
trained individual to administer. 
Since this study required an instrument which could 
provide a reasonable assessment of temperament, and could 
be completed through a mailed questionnaire, the Keirsey 
Temperament Sorter was selected. This instrument, devel-
oped by David Keirsey, is closely associated with the 
Myers-Briggs instrument, but is much shorter and requires 
no trained administrator. 
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter consists of 70 incom-
plete statements, each followed by two selections. The 
respondent is forced to select one from the two selections. 
The answer form provides ease of scoring and the scorer can 
see at a glance the temperament category for each respon-
dent (See Appendixes A and C). 
Although Keirsey (1984, p. 4) agreed that instruments 
such as the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator provide the most 
accurate description of temperament, he also stated that 
the Temperament Sorter provides a satisfactory "portrait" 
of individual behavior. The Sorter provides scores for 
eight subgroups of items; sensation, intuition, thinking, 
feeling, perceiving, thinking, introversion, and extrover-
sion; and four temperament categories, SJ (Epimethean), SP 
Dionysian), NT (Promethean), and NF (Apollonian). See 
Appendix G and definitions in Chapter I for additional 
information about the temperaments. 
Data Collection 
Each member of the sample was mailed an instrument 
identified as the "Supervisory Preference Questionnaire" 
which contained a demographic questionnaire, the Keirsey 
Temperament Sorter, and the Supervisory Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire (See Appendixes A, B, and C). Each 
author had previously, through correspondence, given per-
mission to use his instrument and acknowledgement of this 
fact was included on the questionnaire cover. 
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The questionnaire was mailed on November 30, 1988, 
accompanied by a cover letter indicating the cooperation of 
the Oklahoma Public School Research Council in the survey. 
Members of the sample were assured of the confidentiality 
of their replies. The sample members were asked to return 
only the answer form and to discard the questionnaire. 
After a two week-period to allow time for completion 
and return of the questionnaire, a follow-up letter was 
mailed to all members of the sample thanking those who had 
already responded and requesting those who had not returned 
their questionnaires to do so. Copies of the correspon-
dence can be found in Appendix D. 
Scoring of Instruments 
Both instruments and answer forms were designed for 
ease of scoring. In each case, the answer forms needed 
only a simple counting of scores to determine temperament 
or preference for supervision in general or for the sub-
scales. 
Statistical Treatment of the Data 
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A one-way analysis of variance was used to examine the 
variance between temperament and preference for supervi-
sion. Where significance was found, the Bartlett Test for 
Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to insure validity of 
significance. To provide additional information about the 
data gathered, one-way analysis of variance was also con-
ducted on selected demographic data and preference for sup-
ervision. In both situations, preference was examined for 
general and subscale preference for supervision. 
A Chi-square was also computed to examine expected and 
observed distribution of temperaments and preference for 
supervision. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 
Introduction 
This chapter reports an analysis of data collected 
from 132 respondents to the Supervisory Preference Ques-
tionnaire, which consisted of a demographic questionnaire, 
the Keirsey Temperament Sorter (KTS), and The Supervisory 
Behavior Description Questionnaire (SBDQ). The KTS was 
used to determine a general temperament category for each 
respondent and the SBDQ was used to determine each Respon-
dent's preference for directive, collaborative, or non-
directive supervision. The purpose of this study was to 
examine the possibility that educators of different temper-
aments might exhibit different preferences for particular 
kinds of supervision. The data were analyzed using a one-
way analysis of variance generated by the SYSTAT statisti-
cal analysis program, which provided only marginal clues as 
to the relationship between temperament and preference for 
supervision. Taken in toto, belonging to a given tempera-
ment group did not indicate that a subject was likely to 
prefer a given style of supervision. This was confirmed by 
a non-significant chi-square of 3.848, probability of .697. 
The results will be presented in five parts, 1) Demo-
graphic Data, 2) Temperament Data , 3) Supervisory Prefer-
?Q 
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ence Data, 4) Differences between Temperament data and Sup-
ervisory Preference data, and 5) Additional analysis to add 
to an understanding of the data. 
Demographic Data 
The demographic data have been divided into two groups 
representing personal and professional information. The 
target population included all certified educators employed 
in the state of Oklahoma during the 1987-1988 school year. 
Professional Information 
Most respondents were classroom teachers, accounting 
for 85.6% of the sample. Many, 77.1%, were members of pro-
fessional organizations with 68% acknowledging membership 
in the Oklahoma Education Association. The sample was 
nearly evenly divided between rural and urban districts 
with 53% representing rural districts and 47% from urban 
districts, and of these, 90.1% were from independent dis-
tricts. More than half of the respondents, 54.6%, came from 
schools of more than 400 students. Just over half, 50.8%, 
were secondary teachers with 49.2% being elementary teach-
ers. Nearly two-thirds of the sample, 62.9%, held a mas-
ters or higher degree with the remainder, 37.1% holding at 
least a bachelors but less than a masters degree. The data 
on professional variables are displayed in Table III. 
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Personal Information 
Of the respondents, 72% were female and 28% were male. 
Their average age was 42.5 years and their average teaching 
experience was 14 years. The data on personal variables 






































TABLE III (Continued) 
Variables Frequency Percentage 
Primary Responsibility 
Teacher 113 85.6 
Principal 11 8.3 
Counselor 5 3.8 
Superintendent 3 2.3 
Teaching Experience in Years 
1-10 46 34.8 
11-20 62 46.9 
21-30 22 16.6 
31-40 2 1.5 
Membership 
OEA/NEA 90 68.2 
OFT/AFT 2 1.5 
Neither 30 22.7 
Other 10 7.6 








































*See Table I for some comparisons with target population. 
See Appendix E for general demographic information. 
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Temperament Data 
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter revealed the majority of 
the sample, 67.4%, to be of the SJ or Epimethean tempera-
ment category, while 15.2% were of the NF or Apollonian 
temperament category. The NT or Promethean temperament 
category accounted for 7.6% of the sample, no members of 
the sample were of the SP or Dionysian temperament cate-
gory, and 9.8% had temperament scores that were too close 
to classify under any temperament category due to a tie in 
Sensation and Intuition (S & N) scores. These data are 
found in Table v. 
TABLE V 



















Temperament scores by the temperament subgroups are 
shown in Table VI. 
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TABLE VI 
TEMPERAMENT SCORES BY SUBGROUPS 
Scores 
Grouped by Variable Frequ~ncy Percentage 
Extraversion (E) 
0-5 53 40.2 
6-10 79 59.8 
Introversion (I) 
0-5 91 68.9 
6-10 41 31.1 
Sensation (S) 
0-10 42 31.8 
11-20 90 68.2 
Intuition (N) 
0-10 101 76.5 
11-20 31 23.5 
Thinking (T) 
0-10 67 so.a 
11-20 65 49.2 
Feeling (F) 
0-10 81 61.4 
11-20 51 38.6 
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TABLE VI (Continued) 
Variables Frequency Percentage 
Judging (J) 
0-10 10 7.6 
11-20 122 92.4 
Perceiving (P) 
0-10 127 96.2 
11-20 5 3.8 
Scores for each temperament variable were divided into 
high or low score based on the midpoint of the scale. 
Scores from 0 to 5 on a 10 point scale and 0 to 10 on a 20 
point scale were considered low. Scores from 6 to 10 on a 
10 point scale and 11 to 20 on a 20 point scale were con-
sidered high. It is common to divide high and low score by 
the midpoint value on the scale rather than by an even 
split based on frequency since the midpoint value is always 
a constant reference. 
Examination of the scores in Table VI revealed consis-
tency with scores in Table v. The very high percentage 
(96.2) who scored 10 or less on the Perceiving scale was 
consistent with no respondent being classified in the SP 
Dionysian temperament. The very high percentage (92.4) 
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who scored 11 or more on the Judging scale was consistent 
with the large number of respondents who were classified in 
the SJ Epimethean temperament. Scoring for the four tem-
peraments is reported in Table VII. 
TABLE VII 
TEMPERAMENT SCORES BY TEMPERAMENT CATEGORY* 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
SJ Epimethean 
0-20 12 9.1 
21-40 120 90.9 
SP Dionysian 
0-20 119 90.2 
21-40 13 9.8 
NT Promethean 
0-20 95 72.0 
21-40 37 28.0 
NF Apollonian 
0-20 95 72 
21-40 37 28.0 
*See Chapter I for definitions of temperament categories, 
and Chapter II and Appendix G for further explanations of 
temperaments. 
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High judging and low perceiving scores coupled with the 
tendency toward Sensation over Intuition (found in Table 
VI) accounted for the large percentage of the sample who 
fell into the Epimethean temperament as shown in Table VII. 
Supervisory Preference Data 
The Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire 
yields 11 scores. Three scores revealed a general prefer-
ence for directive, collaborative, or non-directive super-
vision. The remaining eight scores were subscales reveal-
ing preference for supervision in curriculum, instruction, 
staffing, materials, staff development, special student 
services, developing community relations, and evaluation of 
instruction. 
The respondents to this study showed a strong tendency 
toward collaborative supervision with 73.5% selecting this 
style overall. Those preferring directive supervision 
accounted for 15.9% of the sample and those preferring non-
directive supervision accounted for 10.6%. These data are 
presented in Table VIII. 
TABLE VIII 















The general preference for collaborative supervision 
carried over into five of the eight subscales. For curri-
culum, 79.5% preferred collaborative supervision as did 53% 
for instruction, and 59.8% for staff development. special 
student services showed 59.1% with a collaborative prefer-
ence and 71.2% preferred collaboration for evaluation. 
Presented in Table IX are data for the eight subscales and 
preference for each style of supervision. Those whose pre-
ference scores were tied in two or more categories were 
listed as "no preference." 
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TABLE IX 
SBDQ SUBSCALE PREFERENCE FOR SUPERVISION 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Curriculum 
No Preference 2 1.5 
Directive 5 3.8 
Collaborative 105 79.5 
Non-directive 20 15.2 
Instruction 
No Preference 10 7.6 
Directive 7 5.3 
Collaborative 70 53.0 
Non-directive 45 34.1 
Staff inq 
No Preference 28 21.2 
Directive 41 31.1 
Collaborative 46 34.8 
Non-directive 17 12.9 
Materials 
No Preference 24 18.2 
Directive 43 32.6 
Collaborative 59 44.7 
Non-directive 6 4.5 
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TABLE IX (Continued) 
Variable Frequency Percentage 
Staff Development 
No Preference 7 5.3 
Directive 24 18.2 
Collaborative 79 59.8 
Non-directive 22 16.7 
Special Student Services 
No Preference 8 6.1 
Directive 38 28.8 
Collaborative 78 59.1 
Non-directive 8 6.1 
Developing Community Relations 
No Preference 14 10.6 
Directive 47 35.6 
Collaborative 59 44.7 
Non-directive 12 9.1 
Evaluation of Instruction 
No Preference 13 9.8 
Directive 13 9.8 
Collaborative 94 71.2 
Non-directive 12 9.1 
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As shown in Table IX, the sample was most diverse in 
supervisory preference in the subscale areas of staffing 
and materials. In each of these areas, the combined scores 
for "no preference" and "directive" slightly exceeded the 
combined scores for "collaborative" and "non-directive." 
The other six subscales showed a marked preference for col-
laborative or non-directive supervision over directive sup-
ervision or "no preference." 
Temperament and Supervision 
To explore the relationship of temperament and super-
vision, a one-way analysis of variance was conducted. 
Where significance was found, the Bartlett Test for Homoge-
neity of Variance was conducted to insure validity of sig-
nificance. 
Temperament Categories and Preference 
for Supervision 
For the purpose of the analysis of variances, tempera-
ment categories were converted from raw score variables to 
categorical variables based on the mid-point on the pos-
sible raw score. Those whose scores were equal to, or less 
than, the mid point were categorized as low, and those 
whose score were greater than the mid point were categor-
ized as high. 
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When examining high and low scores in the general tem-
perament category SJ (Epimethean), a significant difference 
was found (P<.05) in preference for directive supervision 
as shown in Table X. 
TABLE X 
SJ (EPIMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS DF 
















Low scores in the SJ category yielded a directive mean 
of 32.0 while high scores in the SJ category yielded a 
directive mean of 42.0. Those respondents with high scores 
in the SJ category were significantly more likely to prefer 
directive supervision while low scores were significantly 
less likely to prefer directive supervision. 
The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
X yielded a probability of .062 which is greater than .05 
and indicated Homogeneity of Variance. 
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No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found between high and low scores in 
the SJ category as shown in Table XI. 
TABLE XI 
SJ (EPIMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
COLLABORATIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 

















No significant difference in preference for non-
directive supervision was found between high and low scores 
in the SJ Temperament category as shown in Table XII. 
TABLE XII 
SJ (EPIMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
NON-DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 


















When comparing high and low scores in the SP Dionysian 
temperament, a significant difference in preference for 
directive supervision was found as shown in Table XIII. 
Low scores in the SP category yielded a directive mean of 
33.0 while high scores in the SP category yielded a direc-
tive mean of 42.0. Respondents with high scores in the SP 
category were significantly more likely to prefer directive 
supervision while low scores were significantly less likely 
to prefer directive supervision. 
TABLE XIII 
SP (DIONYSIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS DF MS F 
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p 











The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
XIII yielded a probability of .053 which, while greater 
than .05 is so close as to make homogeneity of variance and 
validity of significance suspect. 
A significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores on the SP Dionysian temperament as shown in Table 
XIV. Low SP scores yielded a collaborative mean of 53.0 
and high SP scores yielded a collaborative mean of 26.550 
indicating low SP scores significantly more likely to 
prefer collaborative supervision while high scores were 
significantly less likely to prefer collaborative supervi-
sion. 
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The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
XIV yielded a probability of .867 which is greater than .05 
indicating homogeneity of variance. 
TABLE XIV 
SP (DIONYSIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
COLLABORATIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 


















When high and low scores in the SP Dionysian tempera-
ment category were compared, no significant difference was 
found in preference for non-directive supervision as shown 
in Table XV. 
TABLE XV 
SP (DIONYSIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
NON-DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 


















Comparing high and low scores in the NT Promethean 
temperament found no significant difference in preference 
for directive supervision as shown in Table XVI. 
TABLE XVI 
NT (PROMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 



















No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores in the NT Promethean temperament category as shown 
in Table XVII. 
TABLE XVII 
NT (PROMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
COLLABORATIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS DF MS F 














No significant difference in preference for non-
directive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores in the NT Promethean temperament category as shown 
in Table XVIII. 
TABLE XVIII 
NT (PROMETHEAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
NON-DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 














A significant difference in preference for directive 
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supervision was found when comparing high and low scores in 
the NF Apollonian category as shown in Table XIX. Low 
scores in the NF category yielded a directive mean of 42.0 
while high scores in the NF category yielded a directive 
mean of 30.0 indicating those with low NF scores signifi-
cantly more likely to prefer directive supervision and 
those with high NF scores significantly less likely to 
prefer directive Supervision. 
TABLE XIX 
NF (APOLLONIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS 



















The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
XIX yielded a probability of .060 which is greater than .05 
indicating Homogeneity of Variance. 
A significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores for the NF Apollonian temperament category as shown 
in Table XX. Those with low scores in the NF category 
yielded a collaborative mean of 53.0 while those with high 
scores in the NF category yielded a collaborative mean of 
31.164 indicating that low NF scores were significantly 
more likely to prefer collaborative supervision while high 
NF scores were significantly less likely to prefer colla-
borative supervision. 
TABLE XX 
NF (APOLLONIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
COLLABORATIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS DF MS F 
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p 
NF Temperament 646.222 1 646.222 
164.044 
3.939 0.049* 
Error 21325.748 130 
Total 21971.97 131 810.266 
P<.05 
The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
XX yielded a probability of .436 which is greater than .05 
indicating Homogeneity of Variance. 
No significant difference in preference for non-
directive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores in the NF Apollonian temperament category as shown 
in Table XXI. 
TABLE XX! 
NF (APOLLONIAN) TEMPERAMENT AND 
NON-DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 
Source SS DF MS F 
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p 










Supervision Subscale Preferences for 
Supervision and Temperament 
Categories 
For the eight supervision subscales, four preferences 
were categorized: no preference, directive preference, 
collaborative preference, and non-directive preference. 
These were analyzed with regard to raw scores in the four 
Temperament categories for significant variations in the 
means. Scores tied in one or more preferences were cate-
gorized as "no preference." 
A significant difference in SJ temperament means was 
found for the curriculum subscale as shown in Table XXII, 
however, the Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance 
yielded a probability of .012 which is less than .05 indi-
eating a lack of homogeneity of variance. Significance is 
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suspect. No preference had an SJ mean of 22.0, directive 
preference had an SJ mean of 30.4, collaborative preference 
had an SJ mean of 28.543, and non-directive preference had 
an SJ mean of 24.850. 
TABLE XXII 
CURRICULUM SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 329.920 












P<.05 Bartlett P=.012<.05, Significance Suspect 
p 
.016* 
No analysis was done on curriculum supervision prefer-
ence and the SP temperament due to lack of variance. 
No significant difference was found among curriculum 
supervision preferences and NT temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXIII. 
TABLE XXIII 
CURRICULUM SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant relationship was found among curriculum 
supervision preferences and the NF temperament scores as 
shown in Table XXIV. 
TABLE XXIV 
CURRICULUM SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















For the instruction subscale, no significant differ-
ence was found among instruction supervision preferences 
and SJ temperament scores as shown in Table XXV. 
TABLE XXV 
INSTRUCTION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 64.521 














No significant difference was found among instruction 
supervision preferences and SP temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXVI. 
TABLE XXVI 
INSTRUCTION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 29.459 













No significant difference was found among instruction 
supervision preferences and NT temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXVII 
TABLE XXVII 
INSTRUCTION SUPERVISION PREFERENCE 
AND NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among instruction 
supervision preferences and NF temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXVIII. 
TABLE XXVIII 
INSTRUCTION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 39.275 














For the staffing subscale, no significant difference 
was found among staffing supervision preferences and SJ 
temperament scores as shown in Table XXIX. 
TABLE XXIX 
STAFFING SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 46.177 















No significant difference was found among staffing 
supervision preferences and SP temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXX. 
TABLE XXX 
STAFFING SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















No significant difference was found among staffing 
supervision preference and NT temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXXI. 
TABLE XXXI 
STAFFING SUPERVISION PREFERENCE AND 
NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















No significant difference was found among staffing 
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supervision preferences and NF temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXXII. 
TABLE XXXII 
STAFFING SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















For the materials subscale, no significant difference 
was found among materials supervision preferences and SJ 
temperament scores as shown in Table XXXIII. 
TABLE XXXIII 
MATERIALS SUPERVISION PREFERENCE AND 
SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among materials 
supervision preferences and SP temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXXIV. 
TABLE XXXIV 
MATERIALS SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 57.079 














No significant difference was found among materials 
supervision preferences and NT temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXXV. 
TABLE XXXV 
MATERIALS SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among materials 
supervision preferences and NF temperament scores as shown 
in Table XXXVI. 
TABLE XXXVI 
MATERIALS SUPERVISION PREFERENCES AND 
NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















For the staff development subscale, no significant 
difference was found among staff development supervision 
preferences and SJ temperament scores as shown in Table 
XXXVII. 
TABLE XXXVII 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT SUPERVISION PREFERENCE 
AND SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS DF MS F p 
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No significant difference was found among staff devel-
opment supervision preferences and SP temperament scores as 
shown in Table XXXVIII. 
TABLE XXXVIII 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among staff devel-
opment supervision preference and NT temperament scores as 
shown in Table XXXIX. 
TABLE XXXIX 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT SUPERVISION PREFERENCE 
AND NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among staff devel-
opment supervision preferences and NF temperament scores as 
shown in Table XL. 
TABLE XL 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















For special student services, no significant differ-
ence was found among special student services supervision 
preference and SJ temperament scores as shown in Table XLI. 
TABLE XLI 
SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 









MS F p 




No significant difference was found among special stu-
dent services supervision preferences and SP temperament 
scores as shown in Table XLII. 
TABLE XLII 
SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















No significant difference was found among special stu-
dent services supervision preferences and NT temperament 
Scores as shown in Table XLIII. 
TABLE XLIII 
SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 









MS F p 
7.391 0.393 0.758 
18.809 
26.20 
No significant difference was found among special stu-
dent service supervision preference and NF temperament 
scores as shown in Table XLIV. 
TABLE XLIV 
SPECIAL STUDENT SERVICES SUPERVISION PREFERENCE 
AND NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















For developing community relations, no significant 
difference was found among developing community relations 
supervision preferences and SJ temperament score as shown 
in Table XLV. 
TABLE XLV 
DEVELOPING COMMUNITY RELATIONS SUPERVISION 
PREFERENCES AND SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 



















No significant difference was found among developing 
community relations supervision preferences and SP tempera-
ment scores as shown in Table XLVI. 
TABLE XLVI 
DEVELOPING COMMUNITY RELATIONS SUPERVISION 
PREFERENCES AND SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















No significant differences were found among developing 
community relations supervision preferences and NT tempera-
ment scores as shown in Table XLVII. 
TABLE XLVII 
DEVELOPING COMMUNITY RELATIONS SUPERVISION 
PREFERENCES AND NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 9.294 














No significant difference was found among developing 
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community relations supervision preferences and NF tempera-
ment scores as shown in Table XLVIII. 
TABLE XLVIII 
DEVELOPING COMMUNITY RELATIONS SUPERVISION 
PREFERENCES AND NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















For evaluation, no significant difference was found 
among evaluation supervision preferences and SJ temperament 
scores as shown in Table XLIX. 
TABLE XLIX 
EVALUATION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND SJ TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 

















A significant difference was found among evaluation 
supervision preferences and SP temperament scores as shown 
in Table L. The no preference SP mean was 18.385, the 
directive SP mean was 18.077, the collaborative SP mean was 
16.000, and the non-directive SP mean was 16.833. The 
Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance yielded a proba-
bility of .309 which is greater than .05 indicating homoge-
neity of variance among the means. 
TABLE L 
EVALUATION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND SP TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 
Between Groups 103.303 














No significant difference was found among evaluation 
supervision preferences and NT temperament scores as shown 
in Table LI. 
TABLE LI 
EVALUATION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND NT TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















A significant difference was found among evaluation 
supervision preferences and NF temperament scores as shown 
in Table LII. The no preference NF mean was 16.615, the 
directive NF mean was 12.154, the collaborative NF mean was 
17.840, and the non-directive NF mean was 16.833. The 
Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance yielded a proba-
bility of .598 which is greater than .05 indicating homage-
neity of variance among the means. 
TABLE LII 
EVALUATION SUPERVISION PREFERENCES 
AND NF TEMPERAMENT 
Source SS 


















Temperament Subgroups and Supervision 
Preference 
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The relationship between high and low temperament sub-
group scores and preference for supervision scores was 
examined, and each temperament subgroup was categorized 
into low or high based upon the midpoint score as the 
dividing point. Those who scored at or below the midpoint 
score were categorized as low and those who scored above 
the midpoint score were categorized as high. 
No significant difference between preference for 
directive supervision and high and low scores in the 
extraversion subgroup was found as shown in Table LIII. 
TABLE LIII 


















No significant difference was found between high and 
low scores in the extraversion subgroup and preference for 
collaborative supervision as shown in Table LIV. 
Table LIV 





















Shown in Table LV is no significant difference between 
high and low extraversion subgroup scores and a preference 
for non-directive supervision. 
TABLE LV 






















No significant difference was found when comparing 
high and low scores in the introversion subgroup and pre-
ference for directive supervision as shown in Table LV. 
TABLE LVI 






















No significant differences in preference for collabor-
ative supervision was found between those who score low or 
high in the introversion subgroup as shown in Table LVII. 
TABLE LVII 





















No significant difference in preference for non-
directive supervision was found between those who scored 
high or low in the introversion subgroup as shown in Table 
LVIII. 
TABLE LVIII 






















Shown in Table LIX is a significant difference (P<.05) 
in preference for directive supervision between high and 
low scores in the sensation subgroup. Low scores on sensa-
tion yielded a directive mean of 11.288 while high scores 
on sensation yielded a directive mean of 15.260. Those 
with high sensation subgroup scores were significantly more 
likely to prefer directive supervision than respondents 
with low subgroup scores. 
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TABLE LIX 
SENSATION AND DIRECTIVE SUPERVISION 















The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
LIX yielded a probability of .069 which is greater than .OS 
indicating Homogeneity of Variance. 
When high and low scores for the sensation subgroup 
were compared no significant difference in preference for 
























No significant difference was found when comparing 
high and low scores in the sensation subgroup with prefer-
























No significant difference was found in preference for 
directive supervision when comparing high and low intuition 























No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found between high and low intuition 
























No significant difference was found in preference for 
non-directive supervision between high and low scores in 
























No significant difference in preference for directive 
supervision was found between high and low scores in the 























A significant difference (P<.05) was found in prefer-
ence for collaborative supervision between high and low 
scores on the thinking subscale as shown in Table LXVI. 
Low scores on the thinking subscale yielded a collaborative 
mean of 31.179 while high scores on the thinking subscale 
yielded a collaborative mean of 26.723. Respondents with 
high scores on the thinking subscale were significantly 
less likely to prefer collaborative supervision while those 
with low scores on the thinking subscale were significantly 

























The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance in Table 
LXVI yielded a probability of .649 which is greater than 
.05 indicating Homogeneity of Variance. 
No significant difference in preference for non-
directi ve supervision was found between high and low scores 
























For the feeling subgroup, no significant difference in 
preference for directive supervision was found between high 
























No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found between high and low scores for 























No significant difference in preference for non-
directive supervision was found between high and low scores 
























No significant difference in preference for directive 
supervision was found between high and low scores for the 
























No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found between high and low scores for 























When comparing high and low scores in the judging sub-
group, it was found that there was no significant differ-
ence in preference for non-directive supervision as shown 
























No significant difference in preference for directive 
supervision was found when comparing high and low scores in 
























No significant difference in preference for collabora-
tive supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores for the perceiving subgroup as shown in Table LXXV. 
TABLE LXXV 





















No significant difference in preference for non-
directi ve supervision was found when comparing high and low 
scores in the perceiving subgroup as shown in Table LXXVI. 
TABLE LXXVI 









DF MS F 







Additional Data Analysis 
While not crucial to this study of the significance of 
temperament in supervisory preference, the demographic data 
were examined to explore possible significance in supervi-
sory preference. No significance was found in the follow-
ing areas: size of school, independence or dependence of 
the district, whether the school was rural or urban, the 
number of teachers in the school, the individual responsi-
bility of each respondent, the age of the respondent, the 
gender of the respondent, the degree level of the respon-
dent, the subject taught, the years of teaching experience, 
or marital status. 
Significant Demographic Areas with a 
Preference for Supervision 
Significance was found in two areas, grade level taught 
(elementary or secondary), and years in the school. Grade 
level taught was categorized as elementary (K-6) or 
secondary (7-12). Years in school was categorized accord-
ing to the cumulative percentage of the respondents. The 
first 50 percent were categorized as low and the second 50 
percent were categorized as high. The results are given in 
the following tables. 
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A significant difference was found between grade level 
taught and preference for directive supervision as shown in 
Table LXXVII. The elementary level directive supervision 
mean was 36.0 while the secondary level directive supervi-
sion mean was 42.0. Secondary level educators were signi-
ficantly more likely to prefer directive supervision while 
elementary level educators were significantly less likely 
to prefer directive supervision. 
TABLE LXXVII 






















The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity of Variance yielded 
a probability of .871 which is greater than .OS indicating 
homogeneity of variance between the means. 
No significant difference was found between grade 
level taught and preference for collaborative supervision 

























No significant difference was found between grade 
level taught and a preference for non-directive supervision 

























No significant difference was found between the years 
in school and a preference for directive supervision as 























No significant difference was found between years in 
school and a preference for collaborative supervision as 
shown in Table LXXXI. 
Source 
TABLE LXXXI 
YEARS IN SCHOOL AND COLLABORATIVE 
SUPERVISION 














A significant difference was found between years in 
school and a preference for non-directive supervision as 
shown in Table LXXXII. Less years in the school had a non-
directive mean of 25.0 while more years in the school had a 
non-directive mean of 53.0. The educators with longer ser-
vice in a school were significantly more likely to prefer 
non-directive supervision while those with shorter service 
in a school was significantly less likely to prefer non-
directive supervision. The Bartlett Test for Homogeneity 
of Variance, however, yielded a probability of .001 which 
is less than .05 indicating the lack of homogeneity of var-
iance between the means and, consequently, the significance 
is suspect. 
TABLE LXXXII 




















P<.05 Bartlett Test P=0.001 <.OS, Significance Suspect 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of the Study 
This chapter provides a summary of the research data 
gathered and analyzed for this study as well as interpreta-
tions and conclusions drawn from the information provided 
by the data. The chapter also includes recommendations for 
additional research. 
The objective of the study was to examine the possi-
bility of a link between an individual educator's self 
appraised temperament and preference for a particular 
style of supervision. By examining this area which has 
received little attention in formal educational research, 
it is hoped that this study might provide another way of 
looking at educators and supervision for those in supervi-
sory positions. 
In seeking to examine this possible link between tem-
perament and supervisory preference, two survey instruments 
were selected which could be answered anonymously and 
returned by mail. Each instrument had been used exten-
sively by its author and others, but no evidence could be 
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found that they had been used in conjunction for the pur-
pose of educational research. 
To determine temperament, the Keirsey Temperament 
Sorter (KTS) was selected. Derived from the Myers-Briggs 
Type Indicator, this self appraisal instrument allowed 
individuals to answer 70 questions by selecting one of two 
responses. When the answers were totaled, the Keirsey Tem-
perament Sorter yielded eight subgroup scores and one gen-
eral temperament category. 
Permission to use the KTS was granted by its pub-
lisher, the Prometheus Nemesis Book Company, through corre-
spondence dated June 20, 1988. Dr. David Keirsey, the 
author, confirmed this permission in a personal letter 
dated July 21, 1988. 
To determine educators' preference for supervision, 
the Supervisory Behavior Description Questionnaire was 
selected. This instrument yields 11 scores. First, the 
SBDQ gave a general, overall preference score for direc-
tive, collaborative, or non-directive supervision. Sec-
ondly, it also provided preference scores for 8 subscales: 
curriculum development, organization for instruction, staf-
fing, providing materials, staff development, organizing 
special student services, community relations, and evalua-
tion of instruction. 
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The SBDQ contained 53 questions divided into eight 
subscales. In each subscale, the respondents chose between 
groups of three choices indicating a preference for one of 
the three styles of supervision. 
Permission to use the Supervisory Behavior Description 
Questionnaire was granted on June 21, 1988, through corre-
spondence with its author, Dr. Walter Sistrunk of Missis-
sippi State University. 
Pilot Studies 
To evaluate the appropriateness of the instruments, 
pilot studies were conducted before actually mailing to the 
sample. There was little question about the SBDQ. This 
instrument had been in use for some years and had been val-
idated by its author. The Keirsey Temperament Sorter, how-
ever, was of some concern. 
In his personal letter of July 21, 1988, Dr. Keirsey 
stated, "You search in vain for 'validity' measures of any 
personality inventory because there are no measures. The 
idea that personality tests can be validated is pure myth." 
Dr. Keirsey added that he correlated the Sorter with the 
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator simply by asking the subjects 
if the description of them the sorter gave was accurate. 
With this in mind, several pilot studies of the KTS 
were conducted. One with military students in an Officer 
Candidate class showed, as predicted, a tendency toward 
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the SJ temperament. Another study with a graduate Supervi-
sion of Instruction class showed a mix of temperaments very 
similar to that found by Keirsey in his California studies, 
plus a marked preference for collaborative supervision. In 
addition to these formal pilot studies, several other KTS 
studies were conducted (See Appendix F). When asked to 
evaluate the description given them about their temperament 
as a result of taking the Keirsey Temperament Sorter, most 
(>90%) agreed that the temperament portrait was at least 
accurate if not very accurate. 
Distribution and Response 
Survey packets containing a letter of explanation, the 
Supervisory Preference Questionnaire, and a stamped return 
envelope were mailed to a random sample composed of 440 
Oklahoma educators on November 30, 1988. This sample had 
been obtained from the Oklahoma State Department of Educa-
tion Finance Division from a list of 40,200 educators 
employed during the 1987-1988 school year. The respondents 
were asked to return only the answer form. 
By the 14th of December, 1988, 129 replies had been 
received and a letter of reminder was sent. Following this 
letter an additional nine replies were received. Sixteen 
of the initial mailing were returned as undeliverable. Of 
the 138 replies received, six were unusable due to incom-
plete responses or failure to include demographic informa-
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tion or both. It is unknown how many of the initial mail-
ings were undeliverable and discarded rather than returned. 
The overall response rate was 33.1% of the total sample; 
respondents were overwhelmingly classroom educators 
(85.6%), with 8.3% principals, 3.8% counselors and 2.3% 
superintendents. The sample generally reflected the target 
population except in the area of highest degree held. Of 
the respondents, 61.3% held masters degrees as opposed to 
the target population's 46.7%, and 37.1% held bachelors 
degrees as compared to the target population's 52.6%. 
Design of Study 
The study was designed to seek a link between an educa-
tor's temperament and a preference for a particular style 
of supervision. Members of the sample were asked to do 
three things. First, they were asked to fill out a confi-
dential demographic questionnaire. Second, they were asked 
to complete the Keirsey Temperament Sorter questionnaire to 
the best of their ability. Finally, they were asked to 
complete the Supervisory Behavior Description Question-
naire. All three answer forms were contained on the front 
and back of a single page (See Appendixes Band C). 
Each response was individually examined and scored. 
Temperament scores were converted to continuous and cate-
gorical variables while supervisory preference scores 
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remained continuous variables in general and categorical 
for subscales. One-way analysis of variance was conducted 
to determine if any significant differences existed between 
high and low temperament scores and supervisory preference. 
Demographic data were also examined in a like manner. Where 
significant differences were found, the Bartlett Test for 
Homogeneity of Variance was conducted to assure valid sig-
nificance. A chi-square was conducted to examine expected 
and observed distributions. 
Summary of Findings 
The respondents to the survey showed a marked tendency 
toward the SJ temperament as expected. What Keirsey had 
found in California (Keirsey, 1984) held in Oklahoma. 
Where in California Keirsey found 56% of educators tended 
toward the SJ temperament, in Oklahoma, 67.4% of the 
respondents fell into this category. Like California, the 
second high category for the Oklahoma respondents was NF 
with 15.2%. 
In general, the respondents scored higher on extrav-
ersion than introversion subgroups, and higher on sensation 
rather than intuition subgroups. Their feeling subgroup 
scores tended to be low, but they scored neither high nor 
low (50.8% low, 49.7% high) on thinking subgroup scores. 
judging subgroup scores were extremely high and perceiving 
subgroup scores extremely low. Over 90% had high SJ and 
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low SP scores while 72% had low NT and NF scores consistent 
with the low scores for the intuition and feeling subgroups 
and moderate scores for the thinking subgroup (see Tables 
VI and VII for the data.) 
The one-way analysis of variance yielded several sig-
nificant findings. Those who scored high in the sensation 
subgroup and those who scored high in the SJ category were 
significantly more likely to have higher directive supervi-
sion scores. 
Those who scored high in the SP category were signif i-
cantly more likely to have high directive supervision 
scores and less likely to have high collaborative supervi-
sion scores. High scores in the thinking Subgroup were 
significantly less likely to have high collaborative super-
vision scores. In the NF category, high NF scores were 
significantly less likely to have high directive or colla-
borative supervision scores and low NF scores were signifi-
cantly more likely to have high directive or collaborative 
supervision scores. 
From the demographic data it was found that secondary 
educators were significantly more likely to have high 
directive supervision scores while elementary educators 
were significantly less likely to have high directive sup-
ervision scores. 
From the overall sample, 73.5% had a general prefer-
ence for collaborative supervision. The next highest pre-
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ference was 15.9% for directive supervision followed by 
10.6% who preferred non-directive supervision. While among 
the sample there was widespread preference for collabora-
tive supervision, there seemed no connection of this pre-
ference to temperament. 
With the exception of elementary or secondary level, 
demographics seemed to have little to do with preference 
for supervision. Gender had no significant effect on the 
sample's preference for supervision and neither did age, 
marital status, degree held, or teaching experience. 
Conclusions 
While there seemed to be a general preference among the 
sample for collaborative supervision, the source of that 
preference was not found among the variables of this study. 
Some temperaments did seem to have preferences, notably the 
high sensation subgroup and high SJ category tendency tow-
ard a preference for directive supervision. Since such a 
large percentage of this sample fell into the SJ category, 
this may seem in conflict with the general preference for 
collaborative supervision. In reality, the findings mean 
that those who have high sensation or high SJ scores are 
significantly more likely to have high directive scores; 
however, when directive scores are compared with collabora-
tive scores, the collaborative scores may be higher. 
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Although high or low scores in several temperament sub-
groups or categories seemed to have an impact on high or 
low scores in the three supervision preferences, it is 
difficult to make generalizations back to any larger popu-
lation. Regardless of temperament or demographic data, for 
73.5% of the sample, their highest preference score was for 
collaborative supervision. 
Some question also arises as to why this sample of 
Oklahoma educators was more than 10% higher in SJ tempera-
ments than Keirsey found in California. This may be 
accounted for in the high number of respondents with mas-
ters degrees. It may be that people of the SJ temperament 
are more highly represented among those with masters 
degrees and those with such a degree are more likely to 
return a survey. This high percentage of SJ temperaments 
may also stem from the rather conservative nature of Okla-
homa in general, or it may simply be that people of the SJ 
temperament are more likely to complete and return ques-
tionnaires. Another possibility was addressed in a tele-
phone conversation between the author and Dr. Keirsey, 
author of the Temperament Sorter. Keirsey indicated that 
his studies since his 1984 book led him to think the per-
centage of educators who fall into the SJ temperament may 
be higher than first thought, perhaps as high as 65% (Keir-
sey, 1989) which, if true, is consistent with the findings 
of this study. 
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Many studies have indicated the importance of supervi-
sion to behavior and performance, but questions often arise 
as to what style or form of supervision to provide. Most 
often, the supervision provided is that with which the sup-
ervisor is most comfortable or familiar. Supervisors who 
are trained to provide the three supervision preferences in 
this study can provide the appropriate supervision based 
upon knowledge of the individual. In some cases, simply 
asking what is preferred may be enough. In others, an ana-
lysis of temperament may help make the determination. 
In general, the educators of this study seemed to 
prefer directive supervision least for those areas most 
closely related to the teaching process: curriculum devel-
opment, instruction, staff development, special student 
services, and evaluation of instruction. They seemed more 
content with directive supervision in areas customarily 
assigned to administrative tasks: staffing, materials, and 
community relations. 
Supervisors in education are held accountable for the 
behavior and performance of subordinates. A supervisor who 
is aware of temperament factors and their impact on prefer-
ence for supervision may stand a greater chance of provid-
ing the supervised individual not only with what he or she 
needs, but also with what he or she desires in the form of 
supervision. 
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One who is responsible for supervision of a number of 
educators might consider administering the SBDQ to those 
individuals. Also, the Keirsey Temperament Sorter might 
reveal important information for both the supervisor and 
the supervised. 
A caution is important here. When examining particu-
lar temperaments or particular preferences for supervision, 
it should be remembered that there is no one right tempera-
ment, no one right form of supervision. Temperament and 
preference simply exist, and a supervisor who is aware of 
both may improve the supervisory process for all concerned. 
While it appears from this study that grouping educa-
tors into categories of temperament does not necessarily 
group them into a supervisory preference, the information 
developed from this research provides no definitive ans-
wers. The research data does, however, provide a hint, a 
tantalizing clue that perhaps a person's temperament does 
have an impact upon preference for supervision, particu-
larly in subscale areas. 
Clearly, more research is needed. This study has been 
like "the plow that broke the plains." It remains for other 




This study should be replicated and a method developed 
to insure a higher return rate. It might be possible to do 
some of the research as part of staff development programs 
for school districts, and choosing a smaller target popula-
tion might make gathering the data easier. Replicating the 
study in other states would help determine if the SJ ten-
dency among Oklahoma and California educators is a national 
phenomenon. 
This study could also be modified to examine tempera-
ments of supervisors and the techniques of supervision they 
apply or perceive they apply. Such a study could also 
include a comparison of the temperament and perception of 
supervision by the supervised individual as well. 
Further research could also look at educators and stu-
dents. Since there appears to be a wide disparity among 
some educator and student temperaments (Keirsey, 1984, p. 
155, and Appendix F); another study could examine educator 
supervision of students and student response to supervision 
based on the temperaments of both. Still another approach 
might involve separating teachers and administrators into 
different groups where the responses of each could be ana-
lyzed. 
Data analysis for future studies could also be 
changed. Scores could be divided at the group mean rather 
111 
than the center score. When categorizing the variables, 
three or more groups could be used instead of just two 
representing high and low scores. The instruments, them-
selves could also be factor analyzed with the hope of 
reducing their length and that of the total questionnaire. 
Concluding Comments 
Temperament, while highly personal, is reflected in 
public behavior of employes whose supervision on the job is 
mandated by law. Supervisors must find ways of providing 
supervision for public employees so that the goals of the 
institution may be achieved while maintaining a satisfac-
tory environment for employees and clients alike. 
Frequently, the style of the supervision provided is 
optional with the supervisor, and with this choice much 
about the environment may be determined. While this study 
did not establish a clear link between temperament and pre-
ference for supervision it joins other studies which indi-
cate that most educators seem to belong to a particular 
temperament category with significant minorities falling 
into other categories. Acknowledging the supervisory pre-
ferences of educators and recognizing individual tempera-
ment differences may make the process of supervising pro-
fessional educators less adversarial and more collaborative 
and collegial. 
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KEIRSEY TEMPERAMENT SORTER 
Keirsey Temperament Sorter 
Copyright 1984 by David Keirsey 
1. At a party do you 
(a) interact with many, including 
strangers 
(b) interact with a few, known to you 
2. Are you more 
(a) realistic than speculative 
(b) speculative than realistic 
3. Is it worse to 
(a) have your head in the clouds 
(b) be "in a rut" 
4. Are you more impressed by 
(a) prin~ples 
(b) emotions 
5. Are you more drawn toward the 
(a) convincing 
(b) touching 
6. Do you prefer to work 
(a) to deadlines 
(b) just ''whenever" 
7. Do you tend to choose 
(a) rather carefully 
(b) somewhat impulsively 
8. At parties do you 
(a) stay late, with increasing energy 
(b) leave early, with decreased energy 
9. Are you more attracted to 
(a) sensible ~eople 
(b) imaginative people 
10. Are you more interested in 
(a) what is actual 
(b) what is possible 
11. In judging others are you more 
swayed by 
(a) laws than circumstances 
(b) circumstances than laws 
12. In approaching others is your incli-
nation to be somewhat 
(a) objective 
(b) personal 
Reprinted by Permission 
13. Are you more 
(a) punctual 
(b) leisurely 




15. In your social groups do you 
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(a) keep abreast of other's happenings 
(b) get behind on the news 
16. In doing ordinary things are you 
more likely to 
(a) do it the usual way 
(b) do it your own way 
17. Writers should 
(a) "say what they mean and mean what 
they say" 
(b) express things more by use of 
analogy 
18. Which appeals to you more 
(a) consistency of thought 
(b) harmonious human relationships 
19. Are you more comfortable in 
making 
(a) logical judgments 
(b) value judgments 
20. Do you want things 
(a) settled and decided 
(b) unsettled and undecided 
21. Would you say you are more 
(a} serious ~d determined 
(b) easy-going 
22. In phoning do you 
(a) rarely question that it will all be 
said 
(b) rehearse what you'll say 
23. Facts 
(a) ''.speak for tl?-en;iselves" 
(b) illustrate pnnciples 
24. Are visionaries 
(a) somewhat annoying 
(b) rather fascinating 
25. Are you more often 
(a) a cool-headed person 
(b) a warm-hearted person 
26. Is it worse to be 
(a) unjust 
(b) merciless 
27. Should one usually let events occur 
(a) by careful selection and choice 
(b) randomly and by chance 
28. Do you feel better about 
(a) having purchased 
(b) having the option to buy 
29. In company do you 
(a) initiate conversation 
(b) wait to be approached 
30. Common sense is 
(a) rarely questionable 
(b) frequently questionable 
31. Children often do not 
(a) make themselves useful enough 
(b) exercise their fantasy enough 
32. In making decisions do you feel 
more comfortable with 
(a) standards 
(b) feelings 
33. Are you more 
(a) firm than gentle 
(b) gentle than firm 
34. Which is more admirable: 
(a) an ability to organize and be 
methodical 
(b) an ability to adapt & make do 
35. Do you put more value on the 
(a) definite 
(b) open-ended 
36. Does new and non-routine interac-
tion with others 
(a) stimulate and energize you 
(b) tax your reserves 
37. Are you more frequently 
(a) a practical sort of person 
(b) a fanciful sort of person 
38. Are you more likely to 
(a) see how others are useful 
(b) see how others see 
39. Which is more satisfying: 
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(a) to dis~ss an issue thorough!~ 
(b) to arnve at agreement on an issue 
40. Which rules you more: 
(a) your head 
(b) your heart 
41. Are you more comfortable with 
work that is 
(a) contracted 
(b) done on a casual basis 
42. Do you tend to look for 
(a) the orderly 
(b) whatever turns up 
43. Do you prefer 
(a) many friends with brief 
contact 
(b) a few friends with more 
lengthy contact 
44. Do you go more by 
(a) facts 
(b) principles 
45. Are you more interested in 
(a) production and distribution 
(b) design and research 
46. Which is more a compliment: 
(a) "There is a very logical 
person." 
(b) "There is a very sentimental 
person." 




48. Do you more often prefer the 
(a) final and unalterable statement 
(b) tentative and preliminary statement 
49. Are you more comfortable 
(a) after a decision 
(b) before a decision 
50. Do you 
(a) speak easily and at length with 
strangers 
(b) find little to say to strangers 
51. Are you more likely to trust to your 
(a) experience 
(b) hunch 
52. Do you feel 
(a) more {>Tactical than ingenious 
(b) more mgenious than practical 
53. Which person is more to be compli-
mented: one of 
(a) clear reason 
(b) strong feeling 
54. Are you inclined more to be 
(a) fair-minded 
(b) sympathetic 
55. Is it preferable mostly to 
(a) make sure things are arranged 
(b) just let things happen 
56. In relationships should most things 
be 
(a) renegotiable 
(b) random and circumstantial 
57. When the phone rings do you 
(a) hasten to get to it first 
(b) hope someone else will answer 
58. Do you prize more in yourself 
(a) a strong sense of reality 
(b) a vivid imagination 
59. Are you drawn more to 
(a) fundamentals 
(b) overtones 
60. Which seems the greater error: 
(a) to be too passionate 
(b) to be too objective 
61. Do you see yourself as basically 
(a) hard-headed 
(b) soft-hearted 
62. Which situation appeals to you 
more: 
(a) structured and scheduled 
(b) unstructured and unscheduled 
63. Are you a person that is more 
(a) routinized than whimsical 
(b) whimsical than routinized 
64. Are you more inclined to be 
(a) easy to approach 
(b) somewhat reserved 
65. In writings do you prefer 
(a) the more literal 
(b) the more figurative 
66. Is it harder for you to 
(a) identify with others 
(b) utilize others 
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67. Which do you wish more for your-
self: 
(a) clarity of reason 
(b) strength of compassion 
68. Which is the greater fault: 
(a) being indiscriminate 
(b) being critical 
69. Do you prefer the 
(a) planned event 
(b) unplanned event 
70. Do you tend to be more 
(a) deliberate than spontaneous 
(b) spontaneous than deliberate 
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APPENDIX B 
SUPERVISORY BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Supervisory Behavior Description 
Questionnaire 
Copyright 1983 by Walter E. Sistrunk 
DEVELOPING CURRICULUM 
In this task area, the supervi-
sor is responsible for designing 
that which is to be taught, by 
whom, where, and in what pattern. 
Other responsibilities in this task 
area include developing curricu-
lum guides, establishing stan-
dards, planning instructional 
units, and instituting new courses. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
1. a) writes and plans curri-
culum guides, units, and courses of 
study. 
b) Collaborates with teacher 
groups in writing and planning 
curriculum guides, umts, and 
courses of study. 
c) encourages teachers to 
write curriculum guides, units, and 
courses of study. 
2. a) establishes the stan-
dards for writing curricular materi-
als. 
b) Collaborates with faculty 
committees to set the standards for 
writing curricular materials. 
c) encourages teachers to set 
standards for writing curricular 
materials. 
3. a) defines and deter-
mines how educational goals and 
objectives are implemented. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in defining and determining 
how educational goals and objec-
tives are implemented. 
c) encourages teachers to 
define and determine how educa-
tional goals and objectives are 
implemented. 
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4. a) develops a plan for 
continuous study of the curriculum 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groll;ps in developing . a plan for 
continuous study of curnculum. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop a plan for continuous 
study of the curriculum 
5. a) selects consultants to 
help with curriculum development 
and evaluation. 
b) collaborates with teachers 
in selecting consultants to help in 
curriculum development and eval-
uation 
c) encourages teachers to 
secure consultants to help in curri-
culum development and evalua-
tion. 
ORGANIZING FOR INSTRUCTION 
The supervisor makes 
arrangements whereby pupils, 
staff, space, and materials are 
related to time and instructional 
objectives in coordinate and effi. 
cient ways. He/she groups stu-
dents, plans events, and arranges 
for teaching teams. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
6. a) assigns groups of stu-
dents for instructional purposes. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in assigning or grouping 
students for instruction. 
c) encourages teachers to 
assign or group students for 
instruction. 
7. a) tells teachers how to 
improve students' study and work 
habits. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
woups in guiding students toward 
rmproved study and work habits. 
c) encourages teachers to 
guide students toward improved 
study and work habits. 
8. a) develops and requires 
standard procedures for daily les-
son plans. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in developing standard 
procedures for daily lesson plans. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop standard procedures for 
daily lesson plans. 
9. a) organizes teaching 
teams, departments, or divisions. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in organizing teaching 
teams, departments, or divisions. 
c) encourages teachers to 
arrange teaching teams, depart-
ments, or divisions. 
10. a) assesses the changing 
needs for non-instructional ser-
vices to support instruction. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in assessing the changing 
needs for non-instructional ser-
vices to support instruction. 
c) encourages teachers to 
assess the changing needs for non-
instructional services to support 
instruction. 
STAFFING 
The supervisor provides staff 
members with basic information 
necessary to perform assigned 
responsibilities. Included in these 
responsibilities are acquainting 
new staff members with their col-
leagues, the facilities, and the 
community. Recruiting, screening, 
selecting, assigning, and transfer-
ring staff are endeavors included 
in this area. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
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11. a) assigns experienced 
teachers to help new staff mem-
bers. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in finding experienced 
teachers to help new teachers. 
c) creates a climate which 
encourages experienced teachers 
to help new teachers. 
12. a) shows staff members 
how to use machines and materials. 
b) collaborates with faculty 
groups in showing new staff mem-
bers how to use machines and 
materials. 
c) encourages staff members 
to learn to use machines and mate-
rials. 
13. a) develops a staff selec-
tion and assignment plan. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in developing a staff selec-
tion and assignment plan. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop a staff selection and 
assignment plan. 
14. a) assigns teachers to 
specific instructional tasks 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in assigning specific instruc-
tional tasks. 
c) allows teachers freedom 
to select specific instructional 
tasks. 
15. a) recommends teachers 
for re-employment or dismissal. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in recommending teachers 
for re-employment or dismissal. 
c) encourages staff to recom-




The supervisor, in this task 
area, has the responsibility of 
selecting and obtaining appropri-
ate materials for use in implement-
ing curricular designs. Also, 
he/she is concerned with preview-
ing, evaluating, designing, and 
finding means of providing appro-
priate materials and facilities. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
16. a) previews and selects 
appropriate curricular materials. 
b) collaborates with teachers 
in previewing and selecting appro-
priate curricular materials. 
c) encourages teachers to 
take the responsibility of preview-
ing and selecting appropriate cur-
ricular materials. 
17. a) seeks additional funds 
for curricular materials and 
resources from persons or organi-
zations outside the school. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in seeking additional funds 
for curricular materials and 
resources. 
c) encourages teachers to 
seek additional funds for curricular 
materials and resources from per-
sons or organizations outside the 
school. 
18. a) decides if curricular 
materials or textbooks are contrib-
uting to the desired educational 
outcomes. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to decide if curricular 
materials or textbooks are contrib-
uting to the desired educational 
outcomes. 
c) encourages teachers to 
decide if curricular materials or 
textbooks are contributing to the 
desired educational outcomes. 
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19. a) organizes and pro-
vides educational resources to 
teachers who need or want them. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to organize and provide 
educational resources for teachers 
who need or want them. 
c) encourages teachers to 
organize and provide educational 
materials to other teachers who 
need or want them. 
20. a) assigns classrooms to 
avoid noise interference from 
other classrooms. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in assigning classrooms to 
avoid noise interference from 
other classrooms. 
c) encourages teachers to 
select classrooms to avoid noise 
interference from other class-
rooms. 
21. a) locates appropriate 
classrooms for large or small group 
instruction. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in locating appropriate 
classrooms for large or small group 
instruction. 
c) encourages teachers to 
locate appropriate classrooms for 
large or small group instruction. 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT 
The supervisor plans and 
implements learning experiences 
designed to improve the perfor-
mance of the. staff in instruction. 
Included in this task are work-
shops, consultations, field trips, 
training sessions, and college 
credit courses. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
22. a) determines areas of 
improvement needed by staff 
members and tells them how to 
improve. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to determine areas of 
improvement needed by staff 
members and to determine means 
of improving. 
c) encourages teachers to 
identify areas of improvement and 
means of personal improvement. 
23. a) chooses educational 
resources and methods for staff 
development programs. 
b) collaborates with teachers 
in choosing educational resources 
and methods for staff develop-
ment. 
c) encourages teachers to 
choose educational resources and 
methods for staff development. 
24. a) determines time sche-
dules, deadlines, and space needs 
for staff development. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to determine time sche-
dules, deadlines, and space needs 
for staff development. 
c) encourages teachers to 
determine time schedules, dead-
lines, and space needs for staff 
development. 
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25. a) evaluates staff devel-
opment programs. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in evaluating staff develop-
ment programs. 
c) encourages teachers to 
evaluate staff development pro-
grams. 
26. a) provides funds for 
teachers to develop themselves 
professionally. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in providing funds for 
teachers to develop themselves 
professionally. 
c) encourages teachers to 
seek funds for developing them-
selves professionally. 
27. a) provides a framework 
for implementation of educational 
innovations. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
woups to provide a framework for 
implementation of educational 
innovations. 
c) encourages teachers to 
provide a framework for imple-
mentation of educational innova-
tions. 
28. a) trains team leaders 
for leadership roles in staff devel-
opment. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in training team leaders for 
leadership roles in staff develop-
ment. 
c) encourages appropriate 
teachers to seek training for staff 
development leadership roles 
29. a) identifies instruc-
!ional problems at faculty meet-
mgs. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to identify instructional 
problems at faculty meetings. 
c) encourages teachers to 
identify instructional problems at 
faculty meetings. 
30. a) requires teachers to 
develop long-range instructional 
improvement plans. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in developing long-range 
instructional improvement plans. 
c) encourages teachers in 
developing long-range instruc-
tional improvement plans. 
31. a) organizes groups to 
improve staff development pro-
grams. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
~roups to organize groups to 
improve staff development pro-
grams. 
c) encourages teachers to 
organize into groups for improving 
staff development programs. 
32. a) commends teachers 
for their professional achievement 
and self-improvement. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in commending their peers 
who have shown prof ess10nal 
achievement and improvement. 
c) encourages teachers to 




The supervisor arranges for 
the coordination of programs 
designed for the special student to 
insure proper placement, evalua-
tion, and a positive relationship 
with the instructional goals of the 
school. Special student services 
are those associated with special 
education, the gifted, bilingual 
programs, vocational and techni-
cal programs, the culturally disad-
vantaged, and art, music, and 
physical education courses. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
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33. a) arranges for the coor-
dination of special student services 
so they are compatible with the 
regular academic program. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to insure that special stu-
dent services programs are inte-
grated into the academic program. 
c) encourages teachers to 
integrate special student services 
into the regular academic program. 
34. a) formulates policies 
for special student services. 
b) collaborates with regular 
and special education teachers to 
form policies for special student 
services. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop policies for special student 
services. 
35. a) determines the needs 
of special students. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to determine the needs of 
special students. 
c) encourages teachers to 
determine the needs of special 
students. 
36. a) assesses the physical 
plant to ensure that all special 
students have access to all areas. 
b) collaborates with groups 
of teachers to evaluate the physical 
facilities based on the needs of 
special students. 
c) encourages teachers to 
assess the physical facilities in 
terms of special students needs. 
37. a) visits experimental 
centers or educational agencies for 
special students. 
b) collaborates with groups 
of teachers to arrange visits to 
experimental centers or educa-
tional agencies for special students. 
c) encourages special stu-
dents services personnel to visit 
experimental centers or education 
agencies. 
38. a) establishes policies to 
implement the criteria for screen-
ing, classifying, retaining, transfer-
ring, and evaluating the progress of 
special students. 
b) collaborates with special 
student services personnel to 
establish the policies to implement 
the criteria for screening, classify-
ing, retaining, transferring, and 
evaluating the progress of special 
students. 
c) encourages special stu-
dents services personnel to recom-
mend policies to implement the 
criteria for screening, classifying, 
retaining, transferring, and evalu-
ating the progress of special stu-
dents. 
39. a) schedules meetings so 
that special student services per-
sonnel and regular classroom 
teachers can interact. 
b) collaborates with srecial 
student services personne and 
regular classroom teachers to 
promote interaction during school 
hours. 
c) encourages srecial stu-
dent services personne and regu-
lar classroom teachers to interact. 
DEVELOPING SCHOOL-
COMMUNITY RELATIONS AS 
IT PERTAINS TO THE 
INSTRUCTIONAL.PROGRAM. 
The supervisor keeps the 
faculty members, staff, community, 
and students informed about new 
and existing instructional materi-
als and programs. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
40. a) announces school 
events to the media. 
b) collaborates with groups 
of teachers to advise the media of 
school events. 
c) encourages sponsoring 
teachers to inform the media of 
school events related to their clubs, 
teams, programs, etc. 
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41. a) keeps the community 
informed about new methods and 
programs in the school. 
b) collaborates with subject 
or grade level teachers to keep the 
community informed about new 
methods and programs in the 
school. 
c) encourages teachers to 
keep the community informed 
about new methods and programs 
in the school. 
42. a) sends intra-school 
communications related to curricu-
lar needs and concerns. 
b) collaborates with faculty 
groups to communicate curricular 
needs and concerns. 
c) encoura~es faculty mem-
bers to commumcate mutual cur-
ricular needs and concerns to 
him/her, with each other, and to 
the public. 
43. a) establishes policies 
for making facilities available for 
community sponsored instructional 
programs. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to establish policies for 
making facilities available for com-
munity sponsored instructional 
programs. 
c) encourages teachers to 
formulate policies for making facil-
ities available for community spon-
sored instructional programs. 
44. a) organizes programs to 
display student's academic 
achievements to the community. 
b) collaborates with the 
faculty to arrange display of the 
student's academic achievements 
to the community. 
c) encourages teachers who 
want to display their students aca-
demic achievement to the commu-
nity. 
45. a) attends meetings and 
shares instructional ideas with 
other supervisors. 
b) collaborates with teachers 
in sharing instructional ideas with 
teachers from other schools and at 
meetings. 
c) encourages teachers to 
attend meetings with other teach-
ers for the purpose of sharing 
instructional ideas. 
EVALUATING INSTRUC-
TION AND INSTRUCTORS 
The supervisor plans, organ-
izes and implements objective 
procedures to evaluate and 
improve the quality of instruction 
and of the instructors. 
I prefer a supervisor who: 
46. a) formulates proce-
dures for solving problems related 
to instructional evaluation. 
b) collaborates with teachers 
to develop procedures for solving 
problems related to instructional 
evaluation. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop procedures for solving 
problems related to instructional 
evaluation. 
47. a) establishes proce-
dures and objectives for evaluation 
of instruction. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in establishing procedures 
and objectives for evaluation 
of instruction. 
c) encourages teachers to 
establish procedures and objec-
tives for evaluation of instruction. 
48. a) establishes quantita-
tive objectives for program evalua-
tion. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to establish quantitative 
objectives for program evaluation. 
c) encourages teachers to 
suggest quantitative objectives for 
program evaluation. 
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49. a) bases teacher and 
program evaluation criteria on 
research. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups in developing research base 
for teacher and program evalua-
tion criteria. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop research based teacher 
and program evaluation. 
50. a) develops criteria for 
evaluating the effectiveness of the 
supervisory process. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to develop criteria for eval-
uating the effectiveness of the 
supervisor process. 
c) encourages teachers to 
develop criteria for evaluating 
effectiveness of the supervisory 
process. 
51. a) tells teachers how to 
teach more effectively. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to define effective teaching. 
c) encourages each teacher 
to develop a personal model of 
effective teaching. 
52. a) selects instruments 
for the periodic teacher and pro-
gram evaluations. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to select instruments for the 
periodic evaluation of teachers and 
programs. 
c) encourages teachers to 
select instruments for the periodic 
evaluation of teachers and pro-
grams. 
53. a) conducts action 
research on a regular basis. 
b) collaborates with teacher 
groups to organize and conduct 
action research on a regular basis. 
c) encourages teachers to 
conduct action research on a regu-
lar basis. 
APPENDIX C 
SUPERVISORY PREFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 






KTS By Permission of Dr. David Keirsey 
SBDQ By Permission of Dr. Walter Sistrunk 
INSTRUCTIONS 
The Supervisory Preference Questionnaire consists of three 
parts. Part A asks you to give some information aboutlourself. 
Please answer as completely as you can. No name is require and any 
information gathered from this questionnaire will not be associated 
with your name. 
Part B asks you to look at a statement with two possible choices 
to complete it. Consider each statement and make your selection, 
either [a] or [b], on the answer form. Please note that for Part B, the 
answer spaces go from left to right, not up and down! You may have 
difficulty making a choice, but go with your first impression about 
which of the two choices is most nearly like you. 
Part C asks you to consider several areas in which you might 
receive supervision. Read each situation and then indicate which form 
of supervision you prefer by marking [a], [b], or [c]. Please note that 
for Part C, the answer spaces go from top to bottom. 
When you complete this questionnaire, place the answer form in 
the stamped, addressed envelope provided. You may discard the 
q_uestionnaire. H you would like an abstract of the data and conclu-
sions after the research is complete, please place your name and 
address on the 3x5 card which was included in the packet. 
Again, thank you for your cooperation. 
Supervisory Pref ere nee Questionnaire 
Answer Form Part A 
Size of your school? 0-100 [] 101-250 [] 251-400[] 401-650[] 
650+ [] 
Your district is: Independent-[] Dependent-[] 
Your district is: Rural-[] Urban-[] 
How many teachers are in your building? Less than 10 [] 11-20 [] 
21-30 [] 31-40 [] 41 + [] 
Your primary responsibility? Teacher-[] Counselor-[] Principal-[] 
Superintendent-[] 
Your age in years? .._[ _ __.] Your sex? Male-[] Female-[] 
Years teaching experience? [..__..] Years Admin. Experience [..__..] 
Highest degree held? Bachelors-[] Bachelors + 15 or more-[] 
Masters-[] Masters + 15 or more-[] 
Doctors-[] 
What is your level of assignment? Elementary-[] MS/JH-[] High School-[] 
Your primary subject or area? Math-[] Science-[] Social Studies-[] 
P.E.-[] English-[] Vocational-[] 
Fine Arts-[] Other ________ _ 
Elementary-[] 
Grade level you work with the majority of the time [ ] 
Years in current school? [ ] 
Marital Status Single-[] Married-[] Divorced-[] Widow/Widower-[] 
Membership OENNEA-[] OFT/AFT-[] Neither-[] 
Other 
------------------~ 
Please tum to the reverse side to complete parts B and C. 
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SUPERVISORY PREFERENCE QUESTIONNAIRE 
<Cr t~e Answers oelow, ~lacken oct the letter which correspon~s to vour 
ANSWER FORM 
Part B 
*!-!C~:::: Answers go :rom le:t to right ... * 
1 [a] [b] 2 [a] [b] 3 [aJ [b] 4 [a] [b] 5 [a] [b] 6 [a) [b) 7 [a) [b) 
8 [a) [b] 9'Ja] [b] 10 [a) [b) 11 [a] {b] 12 [a) [b) 13 [a) [b] 14 [a] [b] 
15 [a) [b) 16 IaJ CbJ 17 [a) [b) 18 [a) [b) 19 [a) [b) 20 [a) [b) 21 [a) [b) 
22 [a) [b]; 23 [a] [b) 24 [a) [b] 25 [a) [b] 26 {a) {b) 27 [a] [b) 28 [a) [b) 
29 [a) [b) 30 {a] [b] 31 [a] [b) 32 [a) [b] 33 [a] [b] 34 (a) [b) 35 [a) [b) 
36 [a) [b) 37 [a) [b) 38 [a) [b] 39 [a) [b) 40 [a] [b] 41 [a) [b] 42 [a) [b) 
43 [a] [b] 44 [a] [b) 45 [a) {b] 46 [a) [b] 47 [a] [b] 48 [a) [b) "9 [a) [b) 
50 [a) [b] 51 [a] [b] 52 [a) [b] 53 [a) [b] 54 [a) [b) 55 [a) [b) 56 [a) [b) 
57 [a) [b] 58 [a) [b) 59 [a] [b] 60 [a) [b] 61 (a) [b) 62 (a] [b] 63 [a] [b) 
64 [a] [b) 65 (a) [b) 66 [a) [b) 67 [a] [b) 68 [a] [b) 69 [a) [b) 70 [a) [b] 
[ ) [ ) [ J [ ] [ ) c ] [ ] { ] [ ] [ ) [ ) [ ] ( ) [ ) 
[ ) [ ] . [ ] [ ) [ ) [ ) 
[ ) [ ] [ ) c J [ ] [ J [ J [ ) 
E I s N T F J p 
~ Part c 
*NOTE: Answers go up and down ... * 
1 [a) {bl [c) 16 [a) fb] [c) 33 [a) [b] [c) 46 [a) [b] (c) 
2 [a) [b) [c] 17 [a) [b] [c] 34 [a] [b] [c) 47 [a] [b) [c) 
3 [a] [b] [c] 18 [a] [b] [c] 35 [a) [b) [c) 48 [a) [b] [c) 
4 [a) [b] [c] 19 [a] [b] [c] 36 [a) [b] [c] 49 [a] [b] [c) 
5 [a) [b) [c) 20 [a) [b) [c) 37 [a) [b] [c] 50 [a) {b] [c) 
(][)[) 21 [a) [b] [c) 38 [a] [b] [cl 51 [al [b) [c) 
[){)[] 39 [a] [b) [c] 52 [a] [b] [cJ 
6 {a] [b) [c] [ l [ l [ ) 53 [al [b] [cl 
7 [a) [b] (c) 22 [a] [b] [c) [)[)[) 
8 [al [bl [cl 23 [a) [b] [c) "'° [a) [b] [c] _.. -- -"' 
9 [a] [b) [c] 2" [a] [b] [c] "1 [a] [b] [c] 
10 [a] [b) [cJ 25 [a) [b] [c) 42 [a) [bl [c) [][][] 
[)[)(] 26 [a] (b] [c] 43 [a] [b) [c] a b c 
27 [a] [bl [c] 44 [a] [b] [c) 
11 [a) [b) [c) 28 [a] [b) [c] 45 [a] [b) [c] [)[)[] 
12 {a] [b) [c] 29 [a] [b) [c] [)[)[) ~ IN S"TF 
13 [a] [b] [c) 30 [a) (b] [c] 
[)[][) 14 [a) [b] [c) 31 [a) [b) [c) 
15 (a) (b] (c] 32 [a] (b] (c] MAT SO SSS 
[][][] [][)[) 






OKLAHOMA PUBLIC SCHOOL RESEARCH COUNCIL 
AFFILIATED UNIVERSITIES 
The UnJVersny of Oklahoma 
Oklahoma State University 
Dear Colleague: 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
Stillwatef, Oklahoma 
74078-0146 
OFFICE OF THE EXECUTIVE SECRETARY 
Gundersen Hall, Room 309 
Phone 624-7244 
We hope that during this busy holiday season you will allow us a few 
minutes of your valuable time. We are conducting research on teacher's 
preference for styles of supervision. It is hoped that this research 
will contribute to a better understanding of the supervision process for 
teachers and administrators alike. 
Please be a part of this research. 
head, this study has been endorsed by 
Research Council and your response is 
~ 
As you can see by the letter 
the Oklahoma Public School 
vital to its success. 
You may have noticed that the stamped, addressed, return envelope has 
a code number. This number is only to verify the return mailing and to 
allow a second mailing if necessary to increase the validity of the 
study. Please be assured that confidentiality and anonymity will be 
maintained. When the study is complete. the code number list will be 
destroved. 
For your convenience, a return envelope is included. Please use it 
to return only the answer form. Please discard the questionnaire when 
you have completed it. Your responses to this questionnaire will con-
tribute to our understanding of teacher's preference for styles of sup-
ervision 
Please return your answer form this week and no later than December 
10, 1988. Should you desire an abstract of the study results, please 
put your name an~ address on the enclosed. 3x5 card and include it with 
your completed answer form. 
Your professional assistance in the completion of this study is 
greatly appreciated. 
/(,-d!f,tl: &~ . 






A. J. Johnson, Chairman 
Department of Social Studies 
Kingfisher High School 
P. 0. Box356 
Kingfisher, Oklahoma 73750 
December 14, 1988 
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On behalf of Dr. St. Clair, the Oklahoma Public School Research Council, and 
myself, I'd like to thank you all for the fine response to the "Supervisory Preference 
Questionnaire" which you received earlier in the month. Your generous allocation 
of time to complete this instrument will help us better understand the process of 
supervision in the public schools. 
H you have not yet had the opportunity to complete your questionnaire, there 
is still time to have your input recorded for final consideration. Every questionnaire 
returned gives us more information for analysis. In case you have lost or misplaced 
the material I sent you, please feel free to contact me at the above address if you 
would like to participate. 
So many of you who responded also indicated you'd like an abstract of the 
findings. The research is ongoing and I hope to have it completed early next year 
and abstracts out to you before school is out. 
Again, thank you all for your help and for all associated with this research I 
wish you the happiest of holidays and the best for the coming year. 
Sincerely Yours, 
A. J. Johnson 
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Age 42.5 Years 
Teaching Experience 14 Years 














*TEMPERAMENT IN TEACHING 
General Pop. Vs. Teacher & Pilot Groups 









- General Pop. 
IW12l Calif. Teachers 
•(Kelrsey, 1984) 
NF Apollonian NT Promethean SP Dionysian 
B Grad. Persnl. Class D Grad. Supv. Class 
Uflfifi! OCS Class 34 D Okla. Sample 
Figure 1. 
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The data above are shown in percents. The information 
represents data gathered by David Keirsey for his book 
(1984) and this author through pilot studies. 
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APPENDIX G 
THE KEIRSEY TEMPERAMENT SORTER 
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The Keirsey Temperament Sorter 
Introduction 
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter is an instrument which 
allows individuals to categorize their temperament by 
responding to a series of 70 incomplete statements which 
can be completed with one of two choices which follow the 
statements. When the scores are totaled, individuals fall 
into one of four categories. The instrument also indicates 
scores for subgroups. See Keirsey (1981, 1984) for 
details. 
TABLE LXXXIII 
THE EIGHT TEMPERAMENT SUBGROUPS 
Type Description % of Population 
Extraversion Sociable, needs people 75 
Introversion Private, works along 25 
Sensation Practical, reality based 75 
Intuitive Dreamer, looks for possibilities 25 
Thinking Objective, principled, firm 50 
Feeling Values, circumstances, intimate 50 
Judging Closure, deadlines, planned 50 
Perceiving Flexible, options open 50 
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The Four Temperament Categories 
The Keirsey Temperament Sorter also categorizes indi~ 
viduals into four temperaments. These four temperaments 
were given the name of the Greek god whose behavior in 
mythology most nearly paralleled that of the temperament. 
The "Dionysian" (SP) temperament combines the sub-
groups Sensation and Perceiving to describe individuals who 
are seem impulsive and refuse to be confined. People of 
this temperament are described as "hungry for action" and 
by their friends as exciting and "fun to be around." SP's 
"live for today," and are seldom goal oriented in the tra-
ditional sense. SP's enjoy being around people. 
The "Epimethean" (SJ) temperament combines the sub-
groups of Sensation and Judging to describe individuals who 
have a strong need to belong to groups. They are great 
supporters of the "status quo," seeking to do "their duty" 
whenever possible. SJ's are rule oriented as they work to 
bring stability and order to their surroundings. 
The "Promethean" (NT) temperament combines the sub-
groups of Intuition and Thinking to describe individuals 
who seek mastery of every endeavor. They are achievement 
oriented and intolerant of less than the best performance. 
NT's are often described as scientists as they manipulate 
their environment seeking to understand the "why's" of 
their world. 
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The "Apollonian" (NF) temperament combines the sub-
groups of Intuition and Feeling to describe individuals who 
look for meaning and unity in life. They are mentors who 
seek to help others "self-actualize" themselves, and are 
happiest when making significant contributions which make a 







THE FOUR TEMPERAMENT CATEGORIES* 









*(Keirsey, 1984, p. 155) 
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